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Purpose and Structurd of the Pagerf - .

This paperCprovides’an oukrvieh of a several-year, natiomal study of

A
® L~

staté policy and indepéndent pdg&secoﬁdary education.

EN

’

> ~

We beqin by explaining ﬂ%e béé}c conceptual frgﬁ?uyk that guides the

“research. A cornerstone of this Eonceptuaf framework is the idea that, as a

Y

L]

starting point, a state’s arbay of policieé'towafd postsecondary education,

“
v
L3

including the Tndependent sector,VCan be usefully chamecterized on a continuum
. * -\ . .

accprding to the degree of 5tatdﬂfiqteruentiow in the allocation of

N -

institutional roles and resources. We pﬁpha ize three "nodes"™ on this

continyum of  state policy ‘postures——laiésez-fgire, market competitive, and

direct regulatory.postures. Our investigation focuses on four areas of state

. ’ ' . ’ : ’ . ' . N N
policy that are of central concern %1 the independent sector--access/choice
L
‘ .
policies, direct institutional assistance, planning and program review, and

information policies, \ F.
C After explaining the conceptual fﬁamework and considering its ufility, we

will present some preliminary tindings from our field work to date in two

states and relate -these to the framewdrk . - In the third section we discugg our

; . T T . B ' N\
ideas and prellmlﬁary findings regarding empirically-grounded concepts of

' . . d

’

‘staté policy ’postures,_ and regargding relationships between state

3



(

“characteristics and specific policies towar d the ianpendent' sector

. » ‘ . . : . » ) ‘_ - ) . “ ‘ .
) . . )

N

3
~ .

lévels of state aid to the Tndepend&nt sec.tor and its students). .

-

- . . T , )
Mext, we sketch thé-design of our planned.statistical analyses of the

’

impacts of state poli&ies on various ‘indicators of the heé]th of the private

sector and its constitueﬁt institutions. %inally, we-discuss very briefly the

existing literature and aur plans for further work on the impacts of states’

planning/program review and information'policies on the independent sector.

-
e

Same concluding remarks complete the béper. C o ’

Overview of the Conceptual Framework o .0

1 4

State policies toward independent institutions range from the seeming1y

- ¢ L]

simpl te ihe ver; complex. The "pattern" of state poljcies and actions
acrocp ‘the nation Jooks- more Tike a. patfhwork qdilt than thé productﬁ of
direc égjor coprdinated policymaking.. Amohg .the forty-nine states that have
indepéndent ﬁnstftuﬁions (thepe’are no private’colleges in Uyoming) there are,
at one level, {drty-n1ne seemingly different approabhqﬁ; to thé independent
sector of postsecondaryfeQUcatiOn. |

én impor tant goal of our'researdh is to make some coﬁceptuaf sense ot the
;ppaqent ann*pattern" of state'polfcfes towardsvindepéndent inst;tgiions.' We
believe this'tO'be es;ential'if work in this field is ever to préq{ess beyond
ad ho; _conclusions based oq/.single state studies and simple descriptive

taxonomies of limited value for understanding or prediction. The utility of a

(e.9.,

\

4

>

o

-«

5

Eonceptua] mode! is more than academic. .Even a preliminary effort in this

direction should be of value to hoth state and ingtitutional. décisionmakers

and analysts by prouiding a set of Iogfcally connected policy ideas and a

»

_
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framéwork for foreseeing the consequehces  of "particular types pf . state .
L . ’ ’ ’ b T « ' .

-, policies (or inactidns). ' . . -
. L . L
X . . . . . A

Our gogceptual framework is presehted ip Figure 1 on the following page.

.: . . , s l‘ i . '. o ) . . )
: )Thls mode!l  draws ffrom " the, substantial literature on states and their ®

_ : R . . ' _ i ' C
governments and on government regulatnon'of private enterprises, There are

)

several underlying-postulatesﬁ Flrst we hold that hlgher educatJQn should be/ ”

'vnewed |n the larqer context of a state s;posture and practlce |n other human

‘service -po]ncy a?eas (e. 9y health care,\ elementary/secondary, gducatiqn,

‘ social services). Second, a range of state chardcteristics ("state:

4

variables") such as state wealth; the relatiye size, of the private higher ™

educdtion sector in )he.state, state governhent'modernizatidnr and Oarious
, uother.socioeconomic and pqlitica]huariables‘help determine "the nature of state
‘policy podtures toward postsecqhdar? education. These in turﬁ,are associated

" with pweticular types of-policies, and particplar implementation mechanisms’
. P4 B . . N

. . A _ Y '
. .- and strategies.  Finally, policy outcomes or results are related to both a

state’s polfcy posture and the implementation mechanigmg it employs,

. i ., . . . - : : ‘ ae
N i .

_ Drawing' on the literéthre- about regulatiOn in general ahd state ) .
' ;nteractnons wlth the postsecondary educatudn sector in partucu]ar we belueve
that . state pollcy postures, toward postsecondary %educatuon can be. usefully ’
.';' catiﬁornzed into the three dnstonct types mentloned abbve:' lalssev~falre,
market EOmpetntlve, and regulatory. These categories should be regarded as
tdeal-types rather than as’ precise emplrncal descriptions (yi any state or -
f.‘~ states today, We do think these categories are useful in proyidihg:behchmarké
for empihically~hased characteriaationa. ~ The /fhreer ba;tc. twpes of state
’ policy p05tures are.deégrihed‘belqw. :'h - o } v
: \ , | ”;
‘ . ’ . l
' . . 3 ‘e " . —
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A Conceptual Model of Stat® Policies and

Indeoendent Postsecondary Education

N

, ) @ S R &) R B
. : w Nature of Politics of . . , ‘
T . - Postsecondary Education ' L
' State Variables ——— Ly State Policy Postures ————————%} RS Outcomes
o . LT ' Specific Policies and - . :
v : Laissez- Market ;_ Direct Implementation—Mechanisms
o = : faire Competition: Regulation ga_;Strategies
’ . o I ' . o
(Characteristics of" o - N AN (Visfa-vis: : ,._"1. Has state policy
states, their- in— ' L _ ' : been implemented
dependent post-. . : B : 1. access/cho ' as Intended?
secondaty sectors, ' : - o : 2. institutional assis- ' ' : ' =
and their political _ tapce ‘. : 2? What have been its
and policymaking - | P o ] . 3. academic planning_ ~ suybstantive effects?
- systems and tra- ., FE - e N “_4 ing progiam re:izw) 3. Have the- outcomes '
ditions) LT = T : ++ Ihiormatiom po -? led to feedback
' : - S N ) _ ' f effects on (1)-(3)? 0

. d ' . o S .
- The'state policy postures are depicted as 1ying on. as continuum representing the degree of government involvement
in the allocation’ of iﬁﬁtitutions goals (missions) and resoufces (students, programs and associated funds)
 We do not, however, claim that a state's policles will necessarily evolve inexorably from left to right on
" the cbntinuum. This is a question for research : _ $ ‘ o o m\\

o ’ - ’

. _ ' : . . e
\ _ . ) i _ gww\
\




~ -
lThe Laissez-+alre Posture !

For many years, a'numper-of-statesthad few if. any policies.that oirectly-
affecteoh postsecondary educatibn, beyond tax suosidies-that benefiteq;a]l
nonpro{it‘ institutions and. budgeta arrangements that essentlally ”lett' the
mongy on the stump" for the publ|c |nst|tutlons to plck up \See cumeta, Green'
and Melloff 1983, Chapter One). As_ such;, these states had a.“hands off" or
laissea-ﬁaire posture toward postsecondarxgeducation.- ' -

. , e : .

wihis laissez-faire posture waS'perhaps the.most prevalent state‘approach .
to postsecondary_educatlon untll the lééqs.fﬁﬁoweOer,'gipen pressures on'state
governments over: the.pagt two decades to deuelop statewldq me®han i sms for

planning and coordinationf (some might' say regulatlon or control) of

_postsecondary educatuon, the pragmatic meanlng of a lalssez falre posture ha=

' g,_changed somewhat While probab+//;o state approaches the pure lalssez falre

pole today, almodlfied laissez-faire posture with a llmuteq,-even'perfunctory,

state role is possible. lTheHactivities of the .institutions or "segments" of

. . . . t - * .
the system.(flaQChip university, state college/unnversuty system, communlty_

-”colleges, lndepehdent colleges, ‘and proprletary schools) . ln such a state would

"not be planned-or coordlnated by the state in any-very serlous or consistent

way (though some Kinds of structures that are Suppgsed to- plan and coofdina te

nearly always exnst these days), much. less regulated or, controlled. "The

'distribution of annual' subsidles would not be determ;ned by a carefully

;thought out state plan, though a document with such a tntle mlght well exist,

.Rather, patterns of state ftnanclal supp‘rt for 1nst|tutnons would be largely '

- the pnoouct-of the polrtlcs of budgetary_nncrementallsm (Davls,_Dempster'and

(g

Wildavsky 19663 Wildavsky 1984).

e | '.' ' | ' y .' =
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In'the~contemporary context the-laissezJ¥aire'po§ture is probably most’

. t

' plausuble as a strategy for, or perhaps more precnggly a pattepn of, dealing . °

“with ‘the |ndependent sector (|nclud|pg both nonprofit.. and proprietary'
.- N ‘~ y -, ." ’
institutibns)' Given the substantnal dollars |nuolued'in statetsubsfd(es in

aven the smallest states, .a lalssez {anre approach is no longer plausnble for
dealnng with publuc |nst|tut|ons. As for |ndependent |nst[tut|ons, 'a
lanssev-falre state pollcy approadh :»ould essentnally lgnore, them in such

areas as dlre\\ state'. eupport, .student aid, the setting-hof public
. - . . l : ‘ " N . ' M .' 1 '
‘institutions’ tuition and fee structures, state-level information collection

and dlssem natlon, and academlc plannlng and program reuuew. Under some

cn‘cums ances, a lalssez {alre policy toward postsecondary educatlon - and in-

' hn
.part|cular toward nndependent nnstntutlons_—-uln a specuflc lssue.area mlght

~be combingd with one of thesother policy approaches descr[bed.below:'

-+ The Marke't Competitive Approach
.. : < .. .

»! | Some states seek to avoid .detailed. pl‘anhing for postseconda'ry
)lnStltUtlonS, vet prefer _Qt to let the chlps fall where they may as .in thex'
']alSSQZ +a|re model.' Instead, as in the’ regutatory mode] -dégcribed below, the
-state authorltnes take a comprehensnue unew ot the ‘postsec ndary education
resources in the state, nncludnng the lndependenﬂc}nstltutuone, but. unllke in

the regulatory approach, attempt to promot euehhanded competltlon w|¢h|n -and

.. - across sectors. . _ ;' o , .
] '). . “ i

uThns "market competitive”'approach |nu lues a more actuue posture thap

+

the;I:‘séez-faire model s ', Howeuer, states seRking - to |mplement this approach .~
., ( | . . .

would a’!empt_to facilitate the worklngs of the competltsue marketplace rather

. !

" than to replace_it'or'controt it extensnuely.asuin the regulatpry posture.

»

v
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A L4 -
bed ’n\'

limited to the tasks associated wnth addreSSIng ‘the .various “market.

Hencte, under the market tompetittue_-model, state .interventions would bq\

v
.

imperfections" (e.g.,' dif{érentiak tuition subsydueéﬁ the presencef.of
' : - SR : : S S A .

) . ) . .. ’ N . ' : ',»" r ' . - Ty ."‘-, . [ .‘
_hear-monopolies in <gome markets; inadequate ,consumer*nation) -~ that -
T _ L . S C y :
characterize' the postsecondary : educajion marketplade- - Jeman 1981),

' -

Cdnsequently, the 'market mode] lnvolues a’ .more actlue state posture than

3 ‘e
) . I3

laissez~{aire. But beyond specntnc and carefully targeted lnteruentJOns to

‘ per{ect" the market, state poflcy under thlS model in- |ts pure ANrm would

allow both publlc and private lnstltutlons (a) to p]an and modlfy Qhe|r own

‘

of{erungs wlthout state control, and (b) to compete dlrectly for. stu?gnts and-

the resources tled td them wlth mlnlmal dsrect state |nuoluement.
L 3

,.,.

3 . . )
1 : A e

Direct Reguiation

A state operatlng |n ‘the direct’ regulation mode wou]d be unwllllng to
]

Teave decusuons about the allocatlon of students and resources, along wlth the

closely related issues of lnstltutlonal‘health,and spruuval, to the merket,

_ . _ : ' T R e
even a -market influenced by government - efforts ‘to ameliorate -Kts
. AR . . : : ) '_,_\'*

*mperfections, I'nstead the state would 'seek to-'Limit‘what it saw as the

_deleterlous e{{ects of unrequlated competltuon (e g”% costly duplication of

[

pragrams, compet|t|ue pressures to degrade quallty) wlthln and .across sectors :

~.and. to take upon 1tsel{ decnsnonmak4ng on matters it Judged the rnstltutﬂons

would not handle in the -broad,.public |nterest/ The pruma??;mfchanisms the:,

regulatorr state would use to accomplush these purposes gﬁi‘“master p1ann|ng

LI

. “or some uar1ant thereo{) the - annqa]' budget\ and - related controls (see..

Thompsonm Jones and Zumeta 1985), program reuuew, ‘and |n{ormat?on pollcy

T

@

% - . : Lo




. ‘-  0f-.course we are.aware.that real states will rareJYlfjt neatly imto one

R N . - :’ . \_,,/ Y .
o, \ L
of our thre; copdeptual boxes ‘facross - all ‘issue areas. " But lt is reasonable to .

. expect that polucnes that dusplay spme consustency across rssue areas wull be
T .more ‘likely than random bnnatsons to ogcuﬁ\uf our not;on is correct that
. . . .
pol|c4es in then ‘same broa *fleld have some. common detvrmlnants, and if

’
L]

polucymakers actuuely seek pollc1es that complement one anothkr. : Stlll,‘we

.

will doubtless find. that most :Jlue" states must be characteﬁuzed empirncally

&

‘at varlpus potnts between the three nodes on our theoretltal c

nuum. Also,- .

we may flnd(states that,:annot be-characterlzed-meaningfu1]y
. . ; o . -.:.,s._x

¥ categories at all. One possnblllty is that some statevai

n terms of our
1 show little ,

.

. consmstent rataonale Ceither exp]ncut or de facto) for their, partlcular set of

.polFtles toward the’ _lndependent sector, .perhaps because . dlfferent sets of

Sy, . B ) —

lforces"prevalent at different times shaned policies in: the ?seueral issue
’ M 3

areas., Even so it,will be |nterest|ng to see if. recent flscal and competitlue

'

‘pressures have'.led. to efforts to ratlona1ize“ pollcues across issue areas in \\$
. ’ . o

any such 'advhdc polucy states.

4 .
il

. . ¥ .

J Another lnterestlng questloq 1.5';'(0 what extent the _rec\ent‘h-istor_y of
Bl ) ) \ : ‘-

x , . 4 ) . -

partlcular states guves euudence of,movement~ouer time from the area of one

14

- node toward. another, i.n particular, from lalsafz faire to ore, of the others,
. :1' . 4 .
. or +rom dlrect regulat|qn to marKet competltiue (or ulce versa) 0f course,(g

L3

we are also looking for ev&qpnce as to what may be Causnng any patterns of

'\ © -movement dlscouered. Findlngs on these pounts. should ‘be- of consnderable
nnterest “to institution- ]euel 646ucnals seeklng to duscern the direction of

‘-..

. state pollcy, as well as ta state gplicymakers seek|ng to learn\systematucally

from the expernence o{ theur’pﬂers. " iy

o

L ' : P L
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The Progrl

-

tary Sector

]

>

- L d

ﬂde ‘suggested earller that "there may be links adr ross broad policy areas

(such as higher ved?catlon, elementary/secondary- educatlon, health, soclal

services,.etc ) in the pol|cy approaches adop ted by |nd|v|dual states. One

- mlght then e%pect to see s|m|lar|t|es across such seemlngly similar policy

¢

~e

i sdctor. Thus,. except where otherwuse noted, what we say below applles only to}

\

Wy

» . -~

areas as state postures toward the |ndependent collegiate and independent:,

proprietary sectors. Wé are researchlmg this' questlon through our fleld work .

[ 3

-and study -of documents “from |nd|oldual states. - Fortunately, we also have

-~

.

‘access to a “national survey,_of proprietary schools. and their statewlde

. ©
.

’ organizations sponsored by the' Associatlon ~of  Independent Colleges and

¢ o g ' R
School's, - the American Council on Cosmetolagy Edupatlon, ‘and the Natlonal

R SN

Assoclatuon of Trade and Technlcal Sthools Prellmlnary analysis of this

A

data, as well as our own review of other sources of in rmatlon avallable to

us, suggest that there may not be a.close correspondence in policy approaches‘

p A M

to the collegiate and proprietary sectors within 'states. . Typlcally, the’

-’

propruetarnes are” not ellgi;He for state direct |nst|tut|onal ald programs

(where these-exnst) auaulable to independent colleges, in sOme'cases thelr

-

students are not ellglble fof'state student aid funds as are’' prnvate college‘

.students and, on the whote, the phoprletary schools appear to be more heaolly

regulate than the independent colleges. In many of the states, deallngs with
9 sith

: proprietary schools iare. conducted by different state agencies <(e.gQ.Y

L

department.of education, consumer“protection agency, department of Justice),
: i

{rom those responsuble for the state s dealings wi'th the nonprofit COlleglate

’

the eollegiate sector.

>
-~



II. Impressions-from the Field =

L)

To date we have conducted several days of field work in each of three

"sbat&s, in addition to shorter visits to and télephoqe interviews - with

}

individuals from several other st#tes. We have also collected a large volume

of documents and statisticé\ dﬁta ftom many states. Thus " three-tiered

+

approach |s desngned to permit us to incorporate most or all of the states in.

’

..’.

LI
oyr analyses of.statistlcal data on the determunants and llmacts of lency in

such well-documented ~areas as student aid  and 1nst|tutional assxstadce
polylies. By careful choice of a few states ¥or lntenstue field workland a

larger set for more lumlted but still substantual anglys“§ 4n the |ssue areas

less susceptnble to study by means of centrally ‘available data, we are seeking’

AN

to use our limited resources so as.to maximize the genéralfty of our findings,

In this section we discuss our ‘preliminary impressions from field interviews
-7 ) : A

wi th state ang institutional officials in twe ofi the étates selected for-

)

intensive, field-based study. These are California and Indiana. (The third

state,- New York, will be’ considered'in the”contéxt,of nyﬂﬁf;cuésion of’%he

determifants .of state policy outputs.)

]

Qasié’z Ig&hoosung_the Three States-

r

JWe chose Indiana for detailed study because, unluke the other states we -

blanned to visit, ‘it is a state of modest size and yealth (34t among the

states in per capita income), and most impor tantly, because its poligy

orientation toward higher edutation appearéd (and still appears)[to be closest

to our market competituvo Ideal - typeo state policy posture. We gselected -

LY

California in part because of its large size, widely-heratded professionallzed

loguslature, and rocord of, leadership ln'higher oducation palicy, but a]so

v
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because its policy oriéntation with respect to the independent sector'seehed
- ’

to be an interesting mix. of laisSez-faire and market. competitive policies,

Mew York was chosen also in part for its size and' national visibility, but’ |

-

primarily because, iﬁ"man» respects, it reéreseﬁts the furthest any state has

] s

" gone. in the_dlrectiod of the central planning and control envisagéd in our
4 - N t . . ‘ T .

direct réguldtipn ideal-type posture.

‘California and Indjana | ' o ' "

N

”

e cbnsiqer_these two_sta{es_together here partly for reésoq? of economy
of gpace, suf also begiuse their pol}fieé pﬁouide usefui points gf similarity'
and .ébntrast. ;In addition, the private collegiate sectors in both the;p
stafes, though significant in sfze and political influence, ;re modest on both
chnts.in relation to the state’s pbblic higher qducatipn sector.! Ué wiLl
now gseek {o summarize some of the major impress}ong and tentative conclusions
 _'from ou; 4r§;d work in“these two states in each of our }oqr Key issue'éreas.
Access/Choice Policiés

L

. . v,
Efforts t¢ reduce net price differences between public and private

institutions (i.eﬂ, the "tuition gap,” net of financial aid) are a key element

'

in a market compqtitiue)state policy'regime.. In céntrast,"in 3 laissei-f;ire
. N S ) . . ' .
regime hg sta‘g ighores thlff net price gap,  allowing the indepohﬂ!nt
institupjons to. fend for themselves without state subsidies. ' State -
policymakens can affect the nét prite %Ep directly in essentially two'hay; --
through their influence over fee ‘structures - in the public institutions and
through state student aid programs. (Tﬁey_ can also try to do so';msré
indirectly through institutional assistance brogra@s, which are: discussed

3
.

below.) | o ; ) o ’




| ¥ ‘ : : ¢ ) )
In both'Califonniafandﬁlndtana we found that state.officials exert their
substantial influence over public sector fee .structures mith- little or no

" regard for -the effects these may have on the prluate sector’s ablllty to

recruit students. In this neapect both would appear to ‘be laussez—falre .

states., On the. other hand,‘ mgbth states student aid coml\isswns have

’ exnsted for a‘umwmr of years, and in both a substantaal share of thelr funds

(about. 50% ln Indtana, nearly 60/ in Callfornla) go to |ndepdﬁlent college'

: -
students. lnterunewees in both states told us’ th&t these student aid programs

. ’ : :
were. seen flnst and-foremogt as a nqnlntruskue way for the 5tate'tora|d the
private higher education sector by .reducing the net price gdp. Secondarily,

éinceﬂ public institutions’ students are also- eligible, they are seen ” as

~ : - . ' v
mechanisms for inserting some desirable consumer choice features into the

i?lgher educatnon marketplace. Theseuprograms are |mportant to many of" the.i'

|ndependent colleges 'in both states in. competlng wlth publuc institutions for

students, and they‘clearly represent a substantual step in the,dlrectuon of ‘a

market competitive policy posture. o N .

Yet, in recent years state appropriatipns fdr the student aid commissions -
: _

[ . . . < b L Y ) .
in both Ca}ifornia-and Indiana haue-lagged far behind costs of attendanée.

v

Thls has occurred at a time when fedara student aid- spendung has also’ been
L

L4

,'relatluely stagnant, thus |ncrea5|ng’the publlcﬁschools net price aduantage.

L

Significantly,,state,student aid funding has a]so lagged-considerably behind.

state appropntatidns to the public institutions.

t

'In Califonnia there has been clear evidence -of a decline |n the

. .sndependent sdéctor’s .share’ of “Cal Grant' awandees and the state dollars they~

v

represent (Californi Gouennor's Budget for 1984-85: E210) as family income

Y

eligibilit& ceilings i maximum award levels' have not kept up ‘wi th the growth

11




Lﬁ-private coklege cests. This issue is thus the number one policy prioriiy
“of ‘the Associatbon of Independent California Colleges and Universities.
In Indiana, an informal pndefstanding between the sectors éssu?es that

the independents’ studén§§ get .about h@]f‘ the State Student .Assistance

Commission’s {SSACI) aid.dollars, but sinc; these ﬁave bgrély.idcreased at all .

.in . real’ terms since"l???-?B, the independent colleges, especially the
poorly-endowed. ones, are ver} wbqried about thpir-failure'to'keep' up with

v - . o 2 )
costs. Overall, the private sector’s enrollment is stable, but a number of

these schools‘admii to beioé at the bottom of their applicant pool. A joint

Independent Colleges and Uhiversit{es.of Indiana ‘and Indiana Commission -on

- Higher Education study has documented a
institutional revenues allocated .to student aid over the last decade

(Independenf Colleges .and Universitigs'of deiana 1954), andAmoét iﬂdependent-'

institutions said fhéy‘ were being -forced-”by competiti{e pressures into.

large-scale (but_unpubliciied) tuitibn discounting. . There is also evidence of

an upward shift\ {n the (inflation-adjusted) - family income' protile of thg‘

studbnt%_who do enroll in private colleges and a decline in their minbritf

enrollments. Presidqnts uniformly complained that the demands for'student aid

. were robbigg_theLpJOngrating budgets Jhd proceeds from fund~ratsjngigampgﬁgn5'

of funds required to hire and adequately comaenséte faculty and siaff,
. . . - : . Ir\ ' , ' v ' .
purchase instructional equipment and “library materials, and maintain their

physical plant. If these claims can be documenteg convincingly, thgre_wbuld

seem to be real implications for the quality of education these schools offer -

' ° y I

and thus for genuine student choice. Not-suﬁbrisingly,.spcurtng increased

funding for SSACI <(while  also ~strengthening it administratﬂpelf- and

-
.

12
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polit(flﬁly) is the top leglslatlve priority of the lndepeﬁhent Colleges and
Udive 51t|es‘ﬁf Indlana. b . ‘ L ' o K '.~_ . i“\\ - .

Interestingly, in both Callfornla and Indlana the next state budget (for o

the'flscal pernod commen&ung July i, t985) |s»expected to brlng consnderable
e ief to the independent |n§t|tut|dns on’ the student aid, front. t(Th:s
procéssifectuatly ‘began fnzﬁihe ,current $iscal year in California.) -
‘Appronriatiqnﬁ increases foriboth ;tates' student aid cohm!ssions are exgected
to be much greater then the rete of inflation, and 9ubstenttafly {arger then
gains made-bf.thelpublie-tnstitutionsr --6f,gourse,_?hejfavonable_revenue
' picture tn both sta;:;'ts the major reason‘that increaees are. possihle. The |
_larger |ncreases for student aid than for publlc insntutioas are lry?part a
'functlon of the reallzatlon that the private institutions’ favorlbe program
"has; been "starved" for several .years._ (ThlS |s consistent wlt\hgﬁne basic-
equnty n9mns that pgrvade budgetary politics [See Nl]davsky 19841 )\ But

both gtates, though more strongly in Jndlana, Knowledgeable state offuctals
mentioned that this'pattern-acqords Wi th the ]bng:term fnterest ot some.of’
those wi th inf]uence over poiicé'in seeing nore of the state’s spendtng on
hlgher educatlon tied to students and their choices with le'ss approprlated
directly to lnstltutions. 14 lt were manntalnpd over a period of yetrs, such
a 'pattern' would eleerly_ represent ‘en |mportant move toward al-merket
competitive bqliex posture. . There are, however, indieations ' thet éueh a
. pattern- of "gonst;tent_ differenthal. increases‘ wfll be difficult .to sustatn

politically in either state.

) * T .. . .
« . . M - L




a _{Instit‘utiongl Aid -
» In a laissez-faire state we wou,lcl expect to see no such institutional aid
v . I i . o

to nonpubl_i'c schools. In a true market competitive state we woulc'i'expect a

. policy preterence for: aid through ‘students rather than for’ providing it '
ydirectly to institutions. ‘To the extent the state did .aid independent
.institutior)s', ‘we would e_.xpe_‘ct it to com.e _in. as’ lndlrect and.

. . S _ ’
competitively-~oriented. a manner as possible. _'For‘.exam'ple_, the state mught

legislate that private .institutions or groups of “them could ut|_1-|ze state -

b

bonding authopity, that ,pr‘ivate-'inst.itutioné be eligible to compete for state .
. . . - :

.qontract»s and grants, 'and/-oll* that special tax incentives be provided for

AY

%

” /‘dona'tions to both public and p)r.‘iuat_e colleges.
' ‘Neither California nor Indiena has a program of direct state f-iscal

éssis‘tance to - prwate colleges and unuuersutles (as some “twenty states now ’
deé), and there seems to be no prospect of one emerglng 800N in euther state._
Close scrutlny does, h.owever_‘, turn up various contract and grant programs rin__

¢ ) _ ; _ _

which p_r_‘iv'ate ‘colleges ond,universi'ties compete for strate funds, and some
-.arrangemen'ts be tween public .and 'pr‘i(ate institutions' (e.g., oetween Pohdue
lUpluePSIty andV Ander‘son College in Purdue s Statewide Technology Program) that
-put( state dollars landlng |nto the co{fers of prwate |‘tut|ons. - The
“amounts of state money ’rnvo_lued are modest, however. whule we have not as yet'

&

| 'ex_plored this issue "as fully in California, it is our,.' ‘ ion that, in

general, the -independent 'séctor is much. less likel looked in

Indiana, where it is, in relative ‘terms, larger, and uWre’ there is a

14

tradition that it be involved in some measure in most new state initiatives

touthing on higher education.
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Indiana also goessfurther than California in regard to tax inténtives for

donations to' educational lnctltutlons, an .area of: most concern to . the
-, 8 R oo ' o
independent schools. Indiana provides ‘credits against state income' taxes, up

mtq‘specified limits, for .individual and co}poraté dongt}ons to educational

institutions, whereas Cali#ornial Yike most other stages, prouides 'onfy

1)

deductions from taxable™ income. . Bbth states, though Indiana earller, have
establlshed capltal flnanCIng authorltles under state 1aw that permlt private
IﬂStItUtLOﬂS to tgké qduantage pf_thf state’s tax(éfgﬁyt bonding powers.
Querall, in the area o6f lnstttﬁtianal aid; while both states have
laissez-faire roots, each has .taken some "steps .in the market competltipé
Qirection, Indiana has gond fur ther along thie path than qulfornla,'to date.

e

'. . - . ‘ ‘\ '
Academic Planning/Program RRview

" In this_field our conkeptual model implies that a laissei—faire state
would Have only pevfunctory indolbemeﬁt in hl?her educatlon plannlng

. proghém-réview,‘;nd its attentlon would be llmlted to .the publ\c sector. A’

true market'competitiuedstatp would also leave both public gnd_pr?yate sectors_
largely to their own deyices in mounting and terminating programs, but only in

.

the contekt of state policies in other areas \(student aid, institutional
assnstance, -in.formation pol.icie.s) . des"}gned to more ‘MT e.qu-ali;e. .
publlc prn&%te competltlon. In'contraét, 5 regulatory state woyld mbhttor.
program coqflguratlons_ in. both sectors c1asely, seeking to weed out
duplication and thus Eompetition.as.well. ’ c .

As already indicated, in both Ca)ifornia and Indiana net prices (tuition
and fees Ieés financiér:.aid) charged to stuQents.,iﬁ the two sectofs -hav?

generally. become lggg equal in frecent years, partly as a'rgsult'of state

15



vfuhding policies. At the s&me‘time'compéti}ion for %tudsnts has intensified

(partjcula#\y in Indiana where the demographics are less favorable). Thus,.it

is not surprising that disagreements over new courses- and programs, which of

“course have enrollment implications, Mave increased in both states.. We  have .

. x _ , L
been a little surprised, ip fact,. that the level of conflict remains low

ACalifornia). to moderate (Indiana). Most of ‘the conflicts ocqur when public

institutions (such as Purdue or Indiana University regional campuses, or

California State Un}uaﬁgity campuses) seeK to offer new courses -or programs at ‘

!

their relatively low thitioh'rates'in“;iggpgphic areas that existing private

colleges regard as their "back yabp'.

In both stétes, but probably more Eq in Indiana, the highef education-

commission generally seeks to Keep out of institutions’ academic decisions and
¢ . - i i .

as some sympathy %or ‘the wvalues- of";ompetiiion' and student -choite, among

1

programs. There is also the pbwerfu1kargdment'fh§t students ought to have
access to low-priced (i.é.,.public) §]ternatives"as well as”high-érlted.(ilg.,
. private) oneé. Thus, th;'commissiqns in ‘these two states do ﬁot éppear to be
eager to intervgne in these disputes. Tﬁiy'much prefer to. see them'seftl;q
betweeB the parties.‘ | | T |
Yef it‘appeafg, especia\ly in lndiahg,hthat‘if the“;ffepteq.independént
igstitutions are; gongerned_'§é;ngh and are willing and able to press theif
case, they .are able to get a ser}ohs héaring %rqm thé commissfoq'for morg

(R

‘Eangnly‘its.academic affairs staff), The commission Cor staff) deliberations

on the®e—Tssues seem to be only very generally cohstrained,by the standard

fprogram review criteria concerning.needjfdemdnd,'felatiue costs and the 1like.

Rather, the fuhdamenta} dynamics seem to be pOlittcaI,'with the commission

-

‘seeﬁing ~a settlement that avoids unseemly public cdﬁ ict and possible

16
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- legislative interdeh:)Pn- with its unpredictable ‘outcdmea; .. The more

M !

.politically influent?al nne or 'both the partles, the: more concerned the

.

*’ cbmmiseion is likely to be,wand the more closely it tends to listen'to that

party. Ne 4ound clear euldence that the commnssnons see. ‘Keeping sucg,dlsputes
wlthnn the [hlgher educatlon] family* as an |mport£nt part ot thelr role, and

the Key tq 'their own polltlcal vnabilnty (%ee also Zumeta, Green and Melloff_

:

1985, Chap{tr Four). L F

_"i‘Thuss in this area,'aé‘tnfissdbé that touch on'the sectors’ relative -

Jprices, a harket' competitive ﬁpolicy orientation has proven politically

. df*ficu%t{fto implement and sustain. | Moreover, shfh difficulties in ‘the

) aduantage is large.

"tuition gap" area tend to exacerbate those in planning and prngramtreuiew

since private institutions feel more ‘threatengd when their competitors’ price :

{

;
1

Information Policy

-~

'-about

would fall somewhere be tween these two poles., They would be focused on'theb

*

~

A,laiesez~fairr state would haue llttle use. for extensnue information:

independent institutioné. On the other hand, a regulatory state would
7

have ah appetlte for the Aarge amounts of data on al} sectors usuall//4hought

necessary for centraluzed plannnng, pollc% deuelopment and mpnitoring. The

sgope

nnformat«on necessary'ﬁto. deUelop ahd evaluate lncentlue.iased poltc1e1_

of the market competltlue state”’ szd@ta needs for pollcymaklng purposesl

|

des,igned. to " promote evenhanded competntqon whlle llmitnng Uurect state

interOention.tl In addltuon, ‘a .true market complt:tive state s information-

polncy would feature a specual foc05 on proulding, and encouragnng the

'_pt‘OUl_Slon of consumer orlented imformatmn on such matters as nnstltutlons ’

i

B
v

]

-

1
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|_comparatlve costs of attendance- (including finapcial aid), student body '

.characterlstlcs, persustence rates, outcomes for graduates, and ‘the like (see,;

~

« for example, Els Khawas 19?8 Stark 1978; Glll Chapman and Mlllen 1980). Such.

- .

an.approach-is a part'of the market competitive'regime’é ellorts to address
"market fa;lurec“ in the hlgher educatlon marketplace (Breneman and Finn 1978,

pp. 417~ 18)~~|n th|s case with respect to adequate lnformatlon for consumer

dec15|onmaklng.

.
a

4

_higher education authorities is-difficult, but both California and 1 Pana

appear to lall -at the low end among the states. in terms of amount .of

C e

'nolicy~oriented information:collected“about the independent sectdr, especially'

'

on an ongoing basis, In regard to consumer information, as in most other

areas['*lndlanaj has gone; considerably"further 'than California (and .quite

prdbably further. than any other state) in the market competutlve dlrect|0n

outlined above. . Callfornla s efforts are llmlted to responses to lnleldual

lnquurles and publlcatnon of an annual dlrectory of . colleges and vocatlonal
schools in the state~ l|st|ng thelr locatlon, enrollment, and defree programs -

offfered. ,Ihe responsible offlclals at the. California Postsecondary Educatuon

fCommissidnfsay there are.-no plans to go beyond poéslbly adding fee- and campus,

housing data to this list, S S

s .

Indlana s Commlsslon on- Hugher Educattqg, by contrast, has nurtured and.
now Spun off an autonqmous Tralnlng and Educational Data Serv:ces Corporatlon

~that'sells a fairly sophustucated on-line data service on educatlon, tnjlnung,

%

. .and, Job - opportunntles avallable to Indlana resudents to such Centers as

, libraﬁlee, counselung offices and the 'llke.', It includes ‘data on costs,

[ B [

fihancial' aid;‘ size of campus, residential facillties -available, specific

Al

. " v ”
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~Dperall generalizatidns_about the scope of data coltection by g te -
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~ .

programs auailable, typical program length, links between programs and jobs,
\ . N 4 * . .
and some ‘projections of future Jjob opportunjties. -1t is designed to frame

L \ . - ; .
eesponses to |nd|v|dual »nqunrles. (For instance, the system could provide a -

: \
. : - e - y
prospective student with'a list-of schools in a specified geographic area with

\

residential campuses, majors in a given list of fields, with costs less than
~ ¥X, and so on.)  While there remain problémsxwith the system and its coverage,
progress is épparentiy being made to overcome them. 1n-anylcase the system

Pepresents;g.eubsténtial initiatrve:phecisely along the lines envisioned in

our markKet competitive model, ‘e y
Ty . T

. 111, State Characteristics and Policy Outputs

As we said above, a maJor premlse underly4ng our work on this project is

the .belief that: state policies affectlng pruvate lnstltutlohg--cannot be
understood exclpsiﬁel& in terms of traditional- higher' education concerné
alone. ) Dramatic changes in state governments have taken place ehnée' the

mld snxtles, a peruod whlch roughly corresponds to that of the grawth of state

"fand federal) ~higher - education spending. . -Far exanmple, many 'states have

modenhized by strengtheﬂ*ﬂg the executiue powers of -their goqerhbrs,qand by

creating. professnonal and well staffed leguslatures. In the last twenty vears

the states ‘have actually surpassed the federal governmeht as the. center of

governmehtal activity and growth. More |mportantly, they. remaun the primary-

»

arena for higher education poltcy makung. Does thls |ncreased capabnl:)v of

state governments ta/ provide and regulate socaal services affect state

v, \' ,

postures towards the : nndependent” ~sector? \Does the level of resources,

deuelopment and. goOerning Gapacity in a -state affect the way partncular

pollcues |mpact on |ndependent |nstitut|0ns and thetr students? The next two

1y

< %
ty e
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| questloh of the relathe lmpbP‘

L

-

sections of this paper describp aspects of our research which are related to

these questions. | "”\"._ N ' s

IR '- e
Determinants of State Poficytbugﬁgts in Higher Education

A maJor-~and lnuely--ussue in the study'o¥'public policy has'beeh tha

';-f"«s:

resource base, and polutucal facf%v%, such as nnterest group acti . haue’

- \ij"

' +or determlnlng polucy outcomes. Thls questlon has by no means been régolued,9

4'1

as a brief review of the llterature on determlnants of state pollcy wjll

"

'suggestu Howeuer, fihdings in this larger l}terature are suggestive .of both

answers and problems in the study of higher education polity-makfng. 'ﬁiFst,3‘

IS . ' . L -’

the .conclusions a reégarcher reaches™ are. very likely‘to~bé thé'r95qri;6f_~ -
i : ' - ‘ ./ ’ . . . ' . . ) -’ /.' .

“his/herr, prior assumptions. about wunderlying causal relationships and/;khé

- methods s/he.usgs 36 test them, .For example: R o ’L o <;

"To assess accurately the ‘rklative “impor tance ‘0¥ thesa__f-{

indepeﬁdent variableé, [political and sogipeéonomic],  it is first

N . v,
~ oo ’

‘o . . _ _
necessary  to %specify correctly the underlying causal structure . and -

- .
?

‘estimate ite parameters... When the effects cbef{icients “for. a common W

‘model of welfare policy are estimated in a data-based example, .
iéocioecbh&mic pariablés'are found to'be cdnsidéfably'moﬂe importént”ﬁ

than poiitical variables.. This conclusnon d|f+ers substantiaily +ran’

*

.. intorpretgtuons founded on an application of the otﬂ;pj,statistigal_y
N L S -
‘teahnnques reulewed-here.' (Lew|s~Beck, 19?7)

These Kinds of conclusrons are grounds for considerablc caution sincc we

do not have well-speg‘fied cauaal models for policy in genoral, or for higheﬁ

-y

educatIOn poricy in particular. ' ~

. ¢ ,

¢ . L

%% $0C|oeconom|c factors, such. as. a state si




s

‘_'Secwﬁd, rel;tignshihg’which have heen'est§b11sﬁ

empirically.are 1ikely.

S . wg‘ . . ¢ | L
to be complicated. 1t appears, for example,- that| political factors are.

-

impor tant in determi6?hg,socia1 policy oufputs, but only in relatfvelyl@odern:'

tho
, d ’ ’ ]
Hayes, '1981). o

. \
states, i.e.

- L]

-

 ;Last,' there'_are stif} level 'v;riables overlooked by. b

in
a .

scientists and specialisté inihigﬁep.oducation qﬁi&h may account for certa

. . , K
outcomes bett¥er than either political or socioeconomic factors. For example,

W

population.characteciétics, éuqh as the siie, density and ethﬁic&composition

A4 ) ’ .
-of a-state’s population, .were shown to have stronger correlations with several

measures of state support fbr higher 'eduégtion in the 1940s than. either

political or economic variables,

L}

" One population éha?hcteﬁfstic which did ﬁgg

correlate with any'of thefhigheb education polity outputs étudied was -the

peréentagé of state population in the 18-25 year-old age group (Lindeen and

»
a

Wil /

Dj,mé).'-
. |

- Qur

.

research determinants. of .state 'policy affecting, private

4
B4

postsecondary

. o

8

¥

reésearch findings about

policy outcohes to the particular questign_of policies affecting .independent.

'institutiONS; At the state leve], vériables being

o 2

those in the studies cited above. Measures of'policy qu}puts include -such
variabltes as the‘size and'fypé of ‘institutional apy student .aid programs,
. = 0 ; o ) -k

their distribution by sector, the size of -the pii
: o ' B : 4

’ o . . ‘
of growth.of the public and private sectors, anJ;thg;tuition gap, B ,

?
o @ . . . .- -
: . PR A TR N ' 4
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L

se which are wealthy and have strong execu'tives (Stonecash and

ve
institutfons is an effort to apply these more general policy,

oth.politi631.

R

ijje level characteristics and their effects on

used are similar to many of

iyate sgtfor, relative rates

e arass sdbalrm s samnanmtn i e of
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Our expertence\in the case study states has tnfluenced the soarch for

v

causal factors*and helped us ndentl{y patterns‘ofsbehautor to. sxplore further
a " “ v

Aln New York state hlgher educatlon planwing is that of adapting to changing

", -

conflict betweén the prde and privaté sectors in. New York'go hand “in hand.

-~In several instances compettng public and private proposals for new or

expanded professnonal degree pr09rams have come before the Now York stato
. . hd
Board of Regents. In every case that we Know of the legislature or governor
: N \
intervened on one side or the other. to insure that Qg_ﬁ public and private

'A_pr0posals went forward " This has happened even’in cases where &ll avallable
‘evidence argued agamst th success of "!tompetmg dupilcated programs. l.dhi.h

\)

changes in demand, dropping enro)lment and'competitioh,.the que;tion ié, as

!

‘defense contracts. They are usod purchase local support and chnnot oasily

\

thdrawn. It also suggests that the sit_ and rolo of the private soctOr
i

Wifle 1ittle to do with dlfferoncos in &k .rolattvy ritcs of growth of the

states miy turn out to be artlfactt of ﬁ\istdrncal dtvnlopmon% whlch are
-'disappearing as state. involvemont increases. This is an hypothesis’ that we

are trylng to test for the popu\ation of _ s?ato; uging quantltativo mothods.

of heavy pPOJe;ted enrol lpent dgplines. COmpetition for enrol)mentd and sharp -

one planning official put .it,_‘whethep~ there will be public instftﬁtional

'vith statfstlcal methods whore this is possible._ For example, a major jssue...

demands for ‘programs whlle malntatntng inst|tuttonal health--all in the face

)

:t; seems clean that there will be institutional closures as a result of

closures. The New York case suggests that for state leglslators new publigl

postsecondary instltutions may be.the. state level equivalent of~ tederal

two sectors in a state. Differtnceé*in the mfx of |nstitutions among the -

- : . ' .o o it | "
v .
. . - . . 3




]

Res..pch does exist which tests sector— ratherA than state~level
; 'Y ) i .
explanations for variations in state aid to the independent ‘sector. For

examplet Nelson (19?8) tested four motives for state support for the private

psegtor lncludlng provusnon of tuutlon rellef high priority for all highen

educatjon in the state, support for a large and imporﬁint priqate,sector, and,
\ ' a v " .

'_lest,‘considerations of "costs" of public vs. private systems. Sne found that

the factors most related to state aud to: the independent sector were: '(l) an

. expllcnt desnre to help a prnvate sector where it’Ts an meortant force |n the

SNPPR N

ife ot e Sm‘" @ high budget prloruty afforded higher education in -

general, and "(3) a lack of commiﬁment te low tuition at publlc |nst)tut|ons.'

She also found that the level of ste}e-support to public institutions is not

LR

relqted.to the amount of state aid going ta private institutions,

: ) .
A eelatéd topic nn the area of explauning state spending patterns has -to

do W|5? the‘rypotheSIs of compmtntlon between public anb private instltutions
& -

“for publ1c funds._ Here ‘again our case data helps illuminate the complex'

~

P . _ . : . .
- processes’ which underlie quantitative findings. In her study Nelson found

little’ evidence in most states for tne widely' held belief that a 'funding

tradeoff exnsts be tween programs benefitting publnc and programs benefitting
) 4 4
private instltutlons. There #¥gs, however, evidence of such a tredeoff in New

York ‘as well as evﬂdence that spctors seem to prosper together ‘in California,

/

South Carolina, and Ohio}'_ She Speculated fhat specJal aid’ programs for

independent."instifutions, such as ‘New Xork's Bundy a lui Tuition Assistance
i

prodrams, {orce tradeof¢ consideratnons end conflict in 'the: budget process.

In Cal}forniq; by contraat; the independent.sector is'iunded'throogh thebseme“

¢

student a4 programslwhieh.support pyblic sector:sﬁudtntp. Thﬁi“fﬁirewiiwfﬁe x

of,

23
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feeling that, to quote a frequently heard California higher education proverb,

"a rlsung tide carries us all.

But*actons in the states - even thc same. actors who espouse ‘the common

'wlsdom = do not always=avyew' their policy process in "these terms; In’

California inter-sector competiton doeé‘occur, but it is part of a lérger_set

of tradeoffs féund among the large public systems, the 'University, State

University and Cmmmnnty Coiloges: the Unerrsuty and &he |ndependents have

.often joined quietly to support student- ald formulas whlch prtmarily benefit
students attendlngv the Unlvers'ty of Caliﬂornla and students enrblling in

private. colleges whose family income profiles are quite slmilar.

In New York independent collfggs and univgrsutie; are‘part of a larger

legal entity,. the *University of the State of New York," which includes all
Colfegiate instituti;ns in the sfate; .However,:staté pfograms.fon independent
‘ thgtltutrons are not institutjonalized in the'budggt'prqéesg, S?cause the
independents, unlike SUNY and CUNY, are. not state - agenciesl Tu}fion

Qgsustance and Bundy programs  are viewed as “state aid to non-state agencios.f

'%herefore thex have -lower priorify for funding -than pubiic'sector-prognams.

LY

For example, annual guudelnnes developed between the govgrnor’s office and tho‘

DIUISion of the Budgot for increases have never |qcluded privateu sector

programs 1ikKe TAP and Bundy. Increases for these programs must be added on. by.

the state leglslgture,nelatfvely late ‘in the budgef‘process. This means that.

tradeoffs, if they-bccur, are not the result of rooiine caléulatiuns or an
- : o s T ;

explici{_-ooalutioh of competing claims. We should note, however, that
T 3 N ‘ ‘. ! '

recently there hi% been increasing. interrst among the soctors thomsolvo;.i

presenting a unitod front to stato\ilnancial po

cy makers.
. h |

-




Ed

VW .. The strongest preliminary: result to eme%ge from our qwfntltatnve work on

factocﬁmlnfluencnng_state policy outquts is evidence that reg‘on, a dummy
varPuble Jfor di¥fefent gedgrashlcal parts of the. country, best giplains“
variations . in pdblic aﬁd private sec;or higherp educatioﬁfspending mnbng_ihe
. states, ThlS appears to be true even after controllnng for the relative snze
of the -prnvate_ sector. we, find thas both intriguing . and ;:ustrating.
Intruiguing becaus; regioﬁ probably represents an interaction of fmpoftant

socioeconomic and historical factors which Influendé "educational polfcy

" making; frustrating because these factori and’ their inteFactiens ~do ~Het

_readily lend themselves to funther specificatloh: So far we are able to

predlct chéracterlstncs of a state s higher education secfor on the basis of

its locatlon, but quite unable to say*.why these predictions should be -

accurate. o
‘,/’

_Empiriéal Analysis of Policy Postures

In- the first sections of this paper we talked about-tho'normatipo and

adalytical concepts of ppsture we have deveIOped for . the prOJect. ln thti
sectlon we describe oJ\ efforts to discover empirically dprnvod state posturos

towards'iddependent higher education.

A basic assumptfqh behind our conceptidn'of state “poflcy posfuroi? it

envirdnmental- if state level characteristics have effects on policy outputs

in particular policy soctorsuand substctors, such as public and lndoptndent'

'hagher education, then we can expect to find a pattern of :such offocts whlch
'a
db%alns for all the ,issue areas sharing that ¢ vironmont, in'thtlabsonco of

strong ‘intervening yariables. If, f;> example, domographic and’ political

14
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characterlstics of a state give it a regulatory or interuentioni rientation

we would expect to see relatuuely hngh leuels ,of state ifvolvement and

.7 redulation in highen education, including ln the independent sector., ‘e Qduld'
é;pect Eo find similarities in thebieuél o: state involvement across'higher
edqcati;: issue areas. For example we ‘might find that large aid programs are
usually assocuated with planning and regulatory actiuity inuolvlng the priuato

sector. . : , v

There is some evidence that such relatldns exist, In the field work we

' haJclfound'that high levels dl_policy actiuit} in one area are connected with,

- ' . N : . \
high levels in others. -For example, in New York information cdllécted from

Bundy aid reciplents is usod by the same agency as part of its program for
" monitoring nnstitutional health. The state“usqs its accrediting power “and
program review responsibility to'Justify such=o¢ersignt. In Caliiornia, where

student ‘financial aid programs were origlnally Justlfied,ns,a source of public

funds for independent institutions, legiclators concerned with access,in‘the‘

public sector are attempting'to change parameters of the aid programs in‘ways
whlch would dlrect money away from ihdependent institutions to students in the
Towest cost public institutions. These determinations will be lnfldencod in

large part by relatiuely new |nformat|on collected on student aid rocipnents
1 ” l'
by the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

With: the help of cluster and factor analysig techniques we are lookung

for pattorns of covariatlon among stato policies, . Do certain kinds of state

'polioues in fact move together? For examplo, does - )nstitutional -aid invite

\program review? lf"wo can idontify ompirical patttrns--postures-~which '

'describo the ways statos organize thelr highor oducation soctors and proUido

postsecondary ;orvicos, we may be ablo to rolat. posturo to cortain Kinds oi

4

26" . .
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, oytcomes. in the states while controlliji' for w.state environmental “
. . . P .

characteristics. "This prospect is'ﬂhlte excltlng. whlle certain state'leuel,
characterlstlcs, such as wealth, governlng capacuty, and demographlcs, cannot B
be easily manlpulated by pollcyvmakers,-pollcres may be. We would llke to

suggest’ answers to.the-question, "Glpen certaln Kind of state enuironmente,f

rich or poor,,hlgh_or low governing capacity, etc., does alparticqlar pollcy‘b
- pasture make mbre sense than another?" For example, are hlgH@levels of state
| lnvolvement "best* in wealthy, diverse states? Conversely, are low levels of

S O R S PR T R PR

aid wise in poorer states? If we could ;newen “such auestlons we “would truly

. have a basis for choice in_our;pollcy'maklng. AN

,.1v._ Empurncal Analysus of Policy Effects on Students and Instltutlons
' Next, we would llke to describe,’ brlefly, the statlstlcal analy5|s of
fmore micro relatronshlps between state. aid programs and indicators, of access,‘

"ch01ce, -and . prnuate sector health which is being undertaken by Alexandeg'Astin - -~

as part of the. larger pnoject.

”

In the sections above, state ajd programs have been the_ppllCQ Poutputs”

of interest, the dependent'vanlables. In thls area of the research, however,

we ‘are interested in the %ffects state programs and'pbllcies themselves have.

: : : K B : .-
on enrollments and private institutions. The intent. is to compare .changes. in

enrollment patterns and |nd|cators of private sector fiscal. health accoss time
'pernods and across states representlng dltferent levels of pollcy commltment
-_'to-the private sector and.it5 ;tuaegt:>"bne of the hypotheses for testlng ln
this part o! the research is the expectatlon that prnuate lnstltutions wb1ch.
are most dependent on state aid and in-state students will be more affected by

state policies and practices—than-more-setective—and afflyent institutiohs =
v . ‘ | . . o : ;

.

P . ‘e ’




Thus separate analyses are being ;arrifd' out for different. types of

-indépengeﬁ} institutions.; The.lprimahr data sources for this. part of . the

prbjgct are HEGIS and: the UCLA/ACE Cooperative Institutional Research Program.

-
\

Dependent Variables in this analysis include at minimum such ‘indicators
. ] - ' . . T : .
of fiscal health as tuition and fees, per student expenditures for educational’

and general purposes, - per-student éndowmenf,'total (FTE) enrollment, total:

tirst-time full-time egrollment (FTE); -and private sector sﬁare'of statewide

enrollmgnt,,all from HEGIS; and measures - of student charactgristﬁcs such as.

peﬁEentaQes 'among entering. freshmen -of -minority, 1ow _incomg,- and

~

"y . ' S
high-achiewing students obtained <from. CIRP. Other possibilities include

measures of the statewjdetzparticipation ,ra{e, proportion of \indepéndent_

institutions’ owﬁ.funds going to student"aid,‘and proporfion of pgivate sector

students recéiving state aid.

Independent Variables -include the following measures. frrom HEGIS:

v

pre-tests on the dependent'oariables (ébove), "tuition gap", and the relative

size of the public sector. }ndvpendént vqriables based on the CIRP data will

include pre-tests on the dependent variables. Other independent variables

. include measures of state:polfc& outputs’, in particular, typés and levels of

state aig ,pnograms,\ which -are ~being used as dependent wvariables in the

\ I'd

analrysis of‘determin’hts of state policy described. above. e are“genorifiﬁg
these meaﬁurés especially for this project. Also, where aﬂ‘.opriate, we will
fémgloy as contrqlé measures of state characteristics that hlght‘bo related to

the other variables uséd in thé-quéls..-

| .. l‘\ ‘r jf' | .‘ u; , ;:
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V. “Sfudles of-Sﬁate Planning/Program Review and Informétiqh'Policles q

| Tin-aédff}ﬁﬂ.td>fhe éﬁaﬁy;es of th? impaét; of stat;mfinahc{af assist#nce
sketched aboveu we are also stud;ﬁng ‘the nature, qeterminants and'effect; of
. state policies fn the p(agning/prgérmn.}eview and infbfma{ion.policy,areas.

e will comment here briefly oh our approach to these two issue areas,

!

Planning/Prégram Reqiew ' ' . ' ‘ -., ’

We hope to collect data for analyses of.thé correlété§ of the degree and
type &f private Sector inOoibem;ﬂf'fih'.stéte plénnthg and program -review
"ﬁrpCesses along the lines suggestéq_in worK by wjlsqn and M}ilerlkl980). (Tﬁe
data for this study_ were célléqted in 1974 and,: at ‘minimum, need to be

updated.) - Also, from field interviews and document review in our case éﬁudy
’stateslwe should be able to offer assessments of the actual effects of various .
, .. _‘ . , ‘ ] - L

state approaches to planning and.program review -on the major state policy

.objectives in this area (access, quality, responsiveness to state needs,

diversity and compeiitioﬁ vs. nondupliCa¥ion, conflict control, institutional

autonomy). B} . : ' T NP
-]ﬁformation Policy - S
\vA The extremé\y imited literature thét touché; on étatg “information.

policieé,ahd'the independent sector (Chronister 1978; Odell and Thetin 1981)

suggests that, in many states, relatively little -is done by - the state

vis=a~vis this sector along the lines of éﬁthep polticy~ and blgnning-oriontcd
data coligction\'QP 'thg dissemination of cdnsumerrorionted‘.ihformation.
Private'-ééctor representatives seem to have varied reactions as to "the

- S ol
e sirabitity-of-this—state-of—affaire-<Odett- and Thelin 1981). On the one

-

: , , : , : .
) : ' ‘ : -8
. : ll .
. . :
. .
.




hand, they'are‘not\anxious to bear the burdens of large-scale data collectibn;w

. and have some concerns abbut,aliowing-pubiic officials to nrobe‘ihe internai‘

L d

workings of their institutions more deeply, since this might ultimately leed-

to state efforts to circumscribe their freedom of action.' But, many of them
. : - &

also seem to be aware. that certain kinds of information and analysis can.be

valuable, eben_necessary, to the independent sector. in the competition for

state funds  (Odell }and Thelin 1981: 43-44). . Also, private sector

v

~organizations seem to be pOSitiuely disposed anard the deveiopment o;/A
consumer-or iented ‘information (0déll and Thelin isas 66-69; " Naltional
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities 1984),

- 4 . : _ 2y . :
. In our research we seek to document trends in the scope and content of

state.data-cdllection ebdut pribete institutions as cdmpaned to publics, and’

"to see if these can be . understood ‘in terms of states’ policy postures as

. postulated in our conceptuai framework. Thus, we are uer} much interested in

how ‘afid how much the state authorities use the information they collect. For

. ‘ . ’ . .'_ . *
example, given the state of modern information technology, even a

iaissez-faiEe*briented “state might. collect substéntial routine infOrmation

about its independent 'institutions, but we would hypotheSize that rather

little of sngnificance for policy or consumer dec15|onmaking would be done

»

with it. In a regulated state we ‘would expect both extensiue routine data .
collection aboutigll sectors and heavy use Of“lt in piannlng, program reuiew}

budgeting, and the monitori?g of - compliance ;ith state. policy. Also, the,

state -authorities 'in suthﬁ a ‘state 'shouid_'be

'tompanibilit& acrags ﬁnstitutions and -

_market compet tiuely-oriented state, we, wouid expect

(ite concerned with data

's@ctors. In  the

detailed data “about institutions for. such routine poiicY:purposes, but more

o see much less use of -
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interest in information useful for evaluating the:educa}!bﬁkl merits and cosﬁs‘ ,i.\\
of‘individual institutions"(?6ﬁ'§tudenfs and baréﬁYéi,&nd tﬁe effectiveness-dfm

-~ : )
.. competitively- orlented state poticies (for state pollcymakers).J
L " ‘ O

In tetms of spec1f|c |mpacts, ‘we are of course lnterested in tnéndé"in

costs- and in tﬁeh'burden ‘of information collection and dlssemJnation}

particularly to the independent institutions. We are also interested in thé"u

/

extent of compliance Qith‘state informafion_reqqésts and with any political

conflicts or autonomy concerns these may have raised. Also, we are concerned
. - - R N -

Qith' the effects "data comparability preésures may Have- had on academic

'deCigions and Lﬁstitutional'autonomy. A very basic question of |nterest is

‘
to what extent do |nformat40n and analysus actually af{ect state pollcymaking

vus*aqvis the prlvate sectog_and with what cbnsequences for these |nst|tut|on§:

. {state dollars fﬁowing'to them, relative competitive position, fiscal' health,
. . J . .

’poéitive impact?

possible academic quality effects, etc.)? Aﬁd,_if the étatq haé’a substantial

program of consumer-oriented. informatign. provision, fg there evidence of

1

These are among .the Key questions we seek_tO‘aﬁswer in regard to

information policy. As with planningnand_pﬁog}am review policies, assessments

of.policy impact'will.be primarily qua\itative, based on Lﬁtenviews and review

[

of pertlnent documents. For . better or worse, there are simply no practically.

4]
-

’akgllable obJectlve indicators of pollcy impact in . this area. jhat”’ can play

~

more.than a secpndary role in the analysis.

.\‘
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o : . Atlthe'EOnclusion of the'sthdy, we expect to have improved considerably

the knowledge -base about the determinaats aond effects of state ‘policies that
. . . . “~ t. . . ¢

stouch - in substantial - wWays on indébendent postsecondary - educationa]
. . . : | . - L. .-

" institutions. In addition, we fhope. that® our conceptual . framework . for
. 4 o _ o | ‘ .. S
.understanding the origins and nature of state higher education policies more

broadly will help tdvstimulate further-thesrizing and'empiricil research on
policymaking in_éreas beyond the scope of the present pﬁojegt. If we make
. i t : , B

sighificant progress thwardlboth these aims; we wﬁll feel that our efforts

PR . . L "
. -

ﬁaue been well réwatded.

. .

VI. Conclusion Lt e i
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IThe 1981 total FTE enrollmentQ in thespruvate secton in Callfornla amoun ted

‘to 153 839 students, or 14/ of the total statewide enyollments, compared to

-
Indlana s-48,805 students, or 26/ of the total (Educat\on Commucsion of the
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.
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